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Abstract

It is not unusual to hear that a significant separation or divergence exists between the
interests of LIS professionals who work in library and information services and those who are
university teachers. This division results in limited cooperation between the two communities
and further debilitates already weak international collaboration in the discipline. This article
first conducts a qualitative review of the various types of literary evidence that address the
divergence and lack of cooperation, and subsequently presents quantitative evidence for the

Spanish geographical context.
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Introduction

In recent years, a recurring message coming from LIS practitioners working in library services
or information and documentation centres is that they feel isolated from the activity of
university teachers. Increasingly intimidated by the “publish or perish” culture, it seems the
latter may be falling into the temptation of shutting themselves away in an ivory tower,
immersed in subjects of fashionable interest that will generate academic audience and, above

all, citations.

In LIS, the lack of harmony between knowledge creation and its professional consumption
poses a major threat and impedes a coordinated response to the huge number of challenges
faced wherever the discipline has a presence. The necessary advance into new subjects and
the exchange of knowledge with other fields must not take place in detriment to relationships

with the professional sectors linked to LIS research fronts and teaching proposals.

The basis of this article is an assumption that LIS research is suffering from a degree of
international isolation and a tendency towards ever weaker cooperation between academics
and practitioners. Rectifying this situation is vital at a time when the discipline is at a
crossroads of digital transformation that will require a commitment to research, development
and innovation. In meeting this challenge, the existence in a particular geographical area of
sufficient critical mass of human and material resources, of intellectual and professional
interactions, is a necessary condition both for the progress of an academic branch of

knowledge as well as for the consolidation of a professional space.

This concern has received attention in previous papers on deficits in international
collaboration and co-authorship (Ardanuy and Urbano, 2015a, 2015b). Following the same
line, the present work examines the gap in Spain between practitioners and academics which,
along with international isolation, is reducing the critical mass of creative interactions. Equally
important, this disaffection between the two groups is also limiting opportunities for the
receipt of knowledge and its application to innovation and development, at the same time as it

contributes to the increasing impoverishment of university teaching.
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Context and literature review

Because the academic—practitioner gap is a reality present in numerous disciplines and
countries, a sufficient volume of literature exists on the subject to enable the initial
perceptions of this phenomenon in LIS to be considered relevant. Echoes of the discussion can
also be found in other fields, including political sciences and administration (Bushouse et al.,
2011), management and business sciences (Chanal, 2012; Mesny and Mailhot, 2010),
ergonomics (Chung and Shorrock, 2011), education (Greenwood and Abbott, 2001) and social
work (Hudgins and Allen-Meares, 2014). Finally, beyond specific disciplines, the recognized
need to achieve the best possible relationship between university and business or public-
service activity (Thune, 2007) means the global dimension of the issue under consideration
must be acknowledged. In short, concern about the “research-to-practice gap” as an
expression of the disconnection between practice and academia is encountered in all manner

of disciplines, as evidenced by the multitude of papers! that contain the term.

Focusing on the international situation of the academic—practitioner gap in LIS reveals that it
has been significantly present for many years, as David Bawden (2005b) pointed out in an
editorial of the Journal of Documentation aptly entitled “Research and practice in
documentation”. The interest and importance of the subject have also been accredited in one
of the most detailed studies of the divide and its effects in the United Kingdom (Cruickshank et
al 2011).

In fact the literature more than demonstrates that this relationship between theory and
practice, research and application, academia and the world of practice is also far from
satisfactory in many other disciplines. The problem has been examined from a wide variety of
approaches, which may be grouped into the following lines: 1) study of the receipt and use of
scientific production as a source of material for professional practice; 2) evaluation of research
in terms of its social and professional impact; 3) study of the implicit or explicit investigation
and innovation agendas of the different agents; 4) evaluation of LIS professionals’ university
training programmes; and 5) analysis of the volume and characteristics of authorships in the

discipline’s specialized publications.

Following the first line, we conduct an analysis of information consumption by practitioners

and their assessment of LIS research works or journals as a source of information for the

1 A simple search on Google Scholar for the "research-to-practice gap" string returned 2700 hits (17/07/2016), a
number that increases substantially when the same concept is reworded in other searches.
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exercise of their profession (Brown and Ortega, 2005; Eve and Schenk, 2006; Haddow and
Klobas, 2004; Hjgrland, 2000; Schlogl and Stock, 2008). This is a highly appropriate way of
discovering the barriers to closer cooperation between research and professional practice. A
low level of attention towards certain academically-oriented communication channels
indicates early disconnection, due either to a lack of relevance and usefulness of these
publications for professional purposes or to a less than ambitious vision in the bibliographic
basis of the practitioner’s proposals. The indications of limited consideration being given to
scientific literature, that is, to professional updating with a broad intellectual scope, have
already been a subject of study in works that analyze the evaluation and status of LIS research

from the point of view of professional practice (McClure and Bishop, 1989; Powell et al., 2002).

The second line considers works that have studied the gap from the perspective of evaluating
investigation and publications and the limited impact of research projects on practice
(Cruickshank et al., 2011), also encompassing the reservations of each community as regards
the value of the other’s contribution. In this respect, in LIS as in other disciplines it is not
uncommon to hear statements such as those made by Booth (2003) claiming that research led
by practitioners has been repeatedly criticized for its lack of rigour, and that of academics for
its lack of practicality. Thus, serious difficulties to establish the social impact and applicability
of academic-led research projects must be added to the usual problems associated with

assessing the merits of studies promoted from the field of academia.

In third place we find a subject of major importance, the role of practitioners in guiding
research agendas (Goulding, 2007; Maceviciute et al. 2009; Wilson and Maceviciute, 2009). It
is interesting to see how the study of mechanisms for constructing research agendas in LIS is
inseparable from the debate on mechanisms to enhance the theory—practice connection, form
teams with sufficient critical mass and plurality of perspectives or optimize the resources
invested in research (Hall, 2010, 2011; McKee, 2007; Ponti, 2012; Roberts et al., 2013).
Unfortunately, however, communication with practitioners precisely when explicit research
agendas are being formulated remains a somewhat exceptional procedure and has
consequently received much less attention than it should. In contrast, a good number of
papers describe how subjects of interest in the professional bibliography have evolved over
time, as a way of exposing implicit agendas, fashionable topics and research fronts (Jarvelin
and Vakkari, 1993; Tuomaala et al. 2014). These are works that objectively reflect academia’s

notable level of isolation when determining its research interests. In relation to the exploration
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of lines of research, Bawden (2008) analyzes the content of the first two volumes of the
Journal of Information Science (1979 and 1980) in order to trace the development of subjects
of major interest over the following thirty years. He highlighted the “relation between
discipline and profession” as one of the five principal lines of analysis — a powerful indicator of

the significance of the issue under consideration in the present article.

Examination of the necessary link between research and development-innovation proves
especially interesting when studying research agendas. The very existence of the R&D&I label
should be reason enough for reflection in disciplines like LIS, in which it appears less frequently
than it should. This is the case despite LIS research being practice-oriented and seen in its
origins as a way of rigorously systematizing development and innovation on the basis of
academic criteria, through publication in professional media (Williamson, 1931). In fact a good
deal of the investigation undertaken in LIS could be classified as “applied”, so the relationship
between academic research and the development and innovation carried out by practitioners
ought to be routine. In this regard, the “Evidence Based Library and Information Practice
(EBLIP)” movement (Booth, 2003, 2011) represents an interesting but as yet little exploited
focus which could help better connect academia and practice, and which is being

enthusiastically received in such disciplines as clinical medicine and nursing.

Innovative initiatives for formulating research agendas or the revamping of professional
publications in line with the EBLIP model could be fertile ground for the “engaged scholarship”
proposed by Van de Ven and Johnson (2006) in the field of management. This is a
methodology for overcoming “the rigour-relevance gap” which frequently justifies the rift
between practitioners and researchers. Van de Ven and Johnson consider that the design of
projects through the engaged scholarship approach has huge potential to transform the LIS
academic world: confronting issues and relevant questions arising out of reality; basing the
design of research projects on collaborative learning communities; temporarily extending
collaboration activities beyond specific situations; and, finally, employing multiple models and
methods of approaching a problem. Cox (2012) chooses to link research in LIS with an
epistemological rationale based on “practice theories”, raising the horizon of the connection
between research and professional practice to the level of a principle that should govern the

scientific methodology.

The fourth element to be considered is that of the practice-academia connection in updating

and improving LIS educational programmes. The flaws inherent in teaching proposals that are
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disconnected from professional practices or that ignore research as a source of curricular
renewal or teaching methodology are a well-founded cause for concern (Finlay et al. 2012).
The mistrust of research as an element of curricular planning must also be seen as the result of
a restrictive “professional paradigm” (Delgado Lépez-Cdzar, 2001) which holds that education
in LIS should limit itself to preparing students in the technical aspects of the profession. This
focus is increasingly questioned. Professional practice is a dynamic exercise, currently subject
to a digital reality for which practitioners must be well trained, with knowledge and attitudes
fostered through research. Along the same line, McClure and Bishop (1989) endorse the
theory indicated in the early works of Williamson and Shera that it is possible to speak of a
“fundamental antipathy in librarianship towards the application of scientific scrutiny to a
profession steeped in idealism and to practice based on art”. This situation has shaped a
discipline which, on occasions and within the university, has been more concerned with
preserving a way of being and behaving, with protecting a tradition, than with creating new
knowledge. However, at present the need for closer collaboration seems essential in all
matters relating to research and development, necessary for the digital transformation of
information units and services, libraries and specialized centres which, to a large extent, will

have to act as a laboratory for teachers in LIS.

Finally, we refer to a significant volume of works that conduct in-depth analysis of authorship
in LIS publications (Finlay et al. 2013; Joswick, 1999; Schlogl and Stock, 2008; Walters and
Wilder, 2016). The degree of collaboration revealed by co-authored papers and the co-
existence of works from both communities in certain publications are good general indicators
of the healthy relationship between academia and the professional world. Study of the
motivation that drives authors to publish and their choice of medium in which to do so has
been examined far more among academics than among practitioners, although several works
exist based on surveys of the two groups (Berg et al., 2012; Clapton, 2010; Dalton, 2013;
Klobas and Clyde, 2010; Sugimoto et al., 2014). These enable various factors to be assessed,
including the recognition and prestige enjoyed by a university-level professional working on a
PhD, publishing in journals and contributing to congresses from the position of a practitioner

(Dongardive, 2013).

It is the aspect referring to analysis of authorship that we have chosen to use in this paper to
make a first approach to the situation of the academic—practitioner gap in Spain. This type of

analysis is present in many works, among which the US-conducted study by Walters and
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Wilder (2016) stands out for being both current and thorough. In any case, it is evident that
the relative weight of different agents in the distribution of authorships in specialized LIS
publications is dependent upon the diverse cultures of scientific communication among the
professionals of each country, types of professional profile and, in particular, assessments
made of the specialized literature by each community on the basis of the goals pursued. The
culture in US university libraries of professional promotion based on academic criteria,
together with the involvement of a large number of professionals on the editorial boards of
internationally recognized journals explains that country’s significant performance as regards
authorship in high-impact publications (Stewart, 2011; Swigger, 1985; Walters and Wilder,
2016). This contrasts with the current trend in Europe, which may be inferred from the

situation in ltaly (Ardanuy and Urbano 2015b) or in Spain, as clearly indicated in this article.

While studies on the nature of authorship in Spanish LIS publications have been relatively
frequent (Ardanuy, 2012), no recent works exist that bring together the development of such
authorship over time with detailed analysis of whether that authorship was academic,
practitioner or mixed. However, some of the aforementioned papers substantiate academic—
practitioner separation in Spain, in particular the study on research fronts through co-citation
analysis by Moya-Anegon et al. (1998), which identifies the practitioner community as a clearly
segregated cluster with its own personality. Despite the passage of time, data collected in the
cited works continue to be reflected in the current trend, a phenomenon the present study

sets out to demonstrate.

The indicators and reflections mentioned in previous sections clearly suggest the existence of a
gap between the worlds of LIS practitioners and academics. This paper intends to provide
ratification and quantitative evidence of this gap, and to be a first approach to describing its
extent and evolution. The method chosen to do so is analysis of the relative volume of each
community’s authorship and of their collaboration in co-authored works in two settings that
have traditionally been a meeting point for practitioners and academics in Spanish LIS: the
Jornadas Esparfiolas de Documentacion (JED) [Spanish Conferences on Documentation] and the

journal El profesional de la informacion (EPI).

These two publications have been chosen because both have been a benchmark for a long
period as a source of information for professionals, so that, focusing in those publications we

can draw better the gap.
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Materials and methods
Information sources analyzed

This article aims to describe how the co-existence of practitioners and academics has evolved
over a long period of time in two settings designed to favour professional communication and
considered in the Spanish context to be mediums with a certain degree of recognition for
published research. The sources chosen are the Spanish Conferences on Documentation (JED)
and the journal El profesional de la informacion (EPI), following the line taken by previous
studies analyzing co-authorship in the discipline (Ardanuy and Urbano, 2015a, 2015b). This
approach was designed to identify opportunities to broaden the basis of connections

necessary to conduct more robust LIS research with a greater critical mass of actors.

Established in 1984, the Spanish Conferences on Documentation (JED)?> have been held
biennially since 1990. Due to the size and scope of the event, over its fourteen editions it has
become Spain’s most important conference on libraries, information and documentation. The
activity is organized by the Spanish Federation of Societies of Archivists, Librarians,
Documentalists and Museologists (FESABID), a private-law entity which brings together the

leading professional associations in the documentation and information management sector.

The journal El profesional de la informacion (EP1) was first published in 1992 as Information
World en Espafiol, a LIS-sector newsletter. It adopted the current title in 1998 when it began
publishing articles reviewed by a scientific advisory committee in addition to news and reports.
This transformation was reflected by increased inclusion of the journal in various international
databases. Its selection is justified for two reasons: EPI was the first Spanish magazine in its
field to be present in the WoS (SSCI, 2006), which enabled its impact factor to be calculated in
the Journal Citation Reports (JCR) as from 2009; and of all Spanish publications in WoS, it is the

journal whose origin was most professionally oriented, as its name reveals.

Contributions considered

All of the pieces published in both mediums (JED and EPI) have been analyzed irrespective of
the type of work they represent — invited lectures, papers or posters in the case of the JED

conferences and any kind of article in EPI. All of the production has been included, rather than

2 The name of the conferences has evolved over time, with other titles including the Jornadas Espafiolas
de Documentacion Automatizada, and was established more recently as the Jornadas Esparfiolas de
Documentacion.
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solely or strictly research works, as the aim is to analyze the relative presence and degree of
collaboration between practitioner and academic communities in two mediums whose origins

lie in the professional sphere.

Identification of works and author affiliation

JED and EPI reference data were sourced from the publications themselves®. The
categorization of author profile as practitioner or academic was made on the basis of the
position the author held. For example, documentalists who work in the media or librarians
assigned to a university information unit were considered practitioners. A university teacher
was classified as an academic, as was a CSIC (Spanish National Research Council) researcher.
However, since one of the essential aims was to clearly discriminate authors’ profiles and
although the reference information was obtained from the sources (articles and papers), all
affiliations and assignments were individually checked. This was a consequence of various

anomalies observed during data collection.

These included the existence of a number of articles and papers in which only the authors’
names appear, without any specific affiliation; or with affiliation but no assignment; or with
the name of the university but no indication of the post occupied (teacher, librarian, student,
etc.). Another, more conflictive situation as regards producing errors, was that of part-time
assistant lecturers who, according to Spanish law, are recognized specialists who exercise their
professional activity outside the university academic environment®. Since in LIS they are
usually employed in information units they must, by definition, be considered practitioners.
However, it is quite common for assistant lecturers to cite the university department in which
they teach as their affiliation when publishing an article, rather than the position which
occupies the major part of their professional activity. Consequently, we have applied the
criterion used by Walters and Wilder (2016), thus enabling our results to be compared to their

recent international study.

3 In the case of EPI, from its complete digital version available at
http://recyt.fecyt.es/index.php/EPI/issue/archive, also available with a three-year embargo at
http://www.elprofesionaldelainformacion.com/contenidos.html. In the case of JED, printed and online
versions were used for reasons of availability at the time of retrieving the data. Both are currently
available at http://www.fesabid.org/federacion/actas-de-las-jornadas-espanolas-de-documentacion,
except those of 1998.

4 Organic Law 4/2007, of 12 April.

The academic—practitioner gap in Spanish LIS: an analysis of authorship and collaboration
in two leading national publications / J. Ardanuy & C. Urbano. Post-print version (accepted 2016-Nov-10th) [9]


http://recyt.fecyt.es/index.php/EPI/issue/archive
http://www.elprofesionaldelainformacion.com/contenidos.html
http://www.fesabid.org/federacion/actas-de-las-jornadas-espanolas-de-documentacion

Much less significant in terms of volume is the situation of PhD students (graduate assistants).
If their work is directly linked to their training as researchers and they are not merely support

technicians they are generally considered academics.

To complete this information we consulted university and CSIC directories, and provisions in
official gazettes regarding appointments of lecturers and library officials, grants awarded and
so on. The curricula of authors on LinkedIn® proved particularly useful for the chronological
detail of their professional activity. The EXIT® directory was also useful, but to a lesser extent
due to the absence of data or lack of updated information. In many cases authors post their
curriculum on their own website. The directories and other sources of information pertaining
to companies and organizations to which the author was linked at the time in question were

also consulted.

Changes of profile (practitioner or academic) or of affiliation during the study period were also
taken into account, assigning that which applied at the respective time. When an author

presented two or more academic profiles we determined which was primary.

Results and discussion

We first consider production in the EPI. Authorship analysis was conducted on a total of 1,643
pieces corresponding to all types of works, from peer reviewed research papers to notes and
reviews. During its first stage of publication, starting in 1992, the journal’s main function had
been to channel developments and news, which continued to be the case in 1998 and 1999.
This explains why, in those first two years analyzed, the number of pieces was significantly

higher than the subsequent average, which remained stable at around 80 works per year.

5 http://www.linkedin.com
6 Directory of experts in information handling, http://www.directorioexit.info
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Figure 1. Evolution of the annual number of articles in EPI
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In absolute terms, the JED conferences have evolved since the early days in which their
organization prioritized diversification, training issues and a degree of generalization. The
sessions are now the result of a more selective process, featuring papers that focus on news,
real developments and conclusions. In all, 813 communications were analyzed. Figure 2 shows
the clear fall in the number of accepted contributions in recent years, primarily the result of a
more intense filter and fewer attendees, but also due to a general increase in this type of
event, which has produced a certain amount of audience fragmentation. Note that the figure
for contributions in 2015 comprises 20 communications and 26 posters, the latter being

introduced for the first time that year.

Figure 2. Evolution of the number of communications in editions of the JED
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In the case of EPI, if we measure the level of co-authorship as the number of authors per
article and discount the 20 works lacking individual identification (published under a group
name or anonymous), the average number of authors per article rose from 1.1 in 1998 to 2.2
in 2015, with a peak of 2.4 in 2011 (Figure 3). The median of authors per article was 1 until
2009, when it rose to 2. The JED conferences also present a marked increase, from the 1.5 of
1984 to 3.2 in 2015. In this case the median is more erratic, reaching a high of 2.5 authors per

article in the 2015 edition.

Figure 3. Evolution of the average number of authors per contribution in EPI and JED
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Increased collaboration in terms of co-authorship had already been observed in the Spanish

context, as had a higher average number of authors in congresses (Ardanuy 2012).

In the following paragraphs we analyze the share of participation according to practitioner or
academic author profile, focusing first on EPL. In all, some 1,306 academic and 1,436
practitioner authorships were identified. During the 18-year study period the share of authors
from the academic sector rose from 12.3% in 1998 to 70.8% in 2015, which corresponds to an
inverse evolution in the participation of practitioners, from 87.7% in 1998 to 29.2% in 2015
(Figure 4). This is explained by more articles being published with the participation of authors
from the academic sector and by a gradual rise in the number of authors per article coinciding,
over the years, with an increasing presence of research papers led by academics. In fact, the
Pearson correlation coefficient between the evolution of the percentages of academic

authorships and that of the average number of authors per article is 0.9612.
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Figure 4. Evolution of the percentage of authorships in EPI by author profile
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In the light of these data, can we argue that EPI, a journal which explicitly carries the word

|II

“professional” in its name, is no longer a practice-oriented journal? Walters and Wilder (2016)
establish a quantitative indicator to make this determination, which defines such publications
as those to which librarians contribute at least 1.5 times the number of articles submitted by

any other group of authors

Transfering this criterion to the ratio of practitioner and academic authorships, we see that in
the first year of our study (1998) EPI fits perfectly into the category of practice-oriented
journals, with a ratio of 7.1 (Table 1). However, a sharp fall in the coefficient — 81.7% in six

years — shows 2004 to 2006 as the period in which the magazine ceased to be this kind of

publication.
Table 1. Ratio between the number of practitioner and academic authorships
Practitioner Academic
Year Ratio=Pal/Aa
authorships (Pa) authorships (Aa)
1998 164 23 7.1
1999 120 26 4.6
2000 98 24 4.1
2001 73 21 3.5
2002 78 26 3.0
2003 78 43 1.8
2004 63 48 1.3
2005 74 35 2.1
2006 74 55 1.3
2007 75 81 0.9
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2008 82 93 0.9
2009 73 106 0.7
2010 65 124 0.5
2011 104 120 0.9
2012 58 131 0.4
2013 46 100 0.5
2014 54 112 0.5
2015 57 138 0.4

The EPI phenomenon follows the pattern that Walters and Wilder (2016) attribute to Spanish
authors in their choice of international magazines. The cases of USA and Spain are completely
opposite, due mainly to most US universities according librarians academic status. In their
study, the aforementioned authors observe that while 36% of articles are written by academic
authors from the USA, the proportion soars to 70% in practice-oriented journals. Note,
however, that practitioners tend to publish in publications closer to their professional practice,

as occurs with EPI.

Though the case of EPI is striking, numerous studies indicate a generalized reduction in
practitioner representation as authors of articles in LIS journals. This may be due to their
channelling much of their publication into the social media (Weller et al., 1999; Schlégl and

Petschnig, 2005; Wiberley et al., 2006, Finlay et al., 2013; Walters and Wilder, 2016).

The JED conferences were conceived as a meeting point for providers and users of information
services. Note that LIS studies were not officially incorporated into the Spanish university
system until 1978, and that the first faculty to establish a LIS-related curriculum did not do so
until the 1982-1983 academic year. This situation is reflected in Figure 5, with authors stating

university affiliation making up less than 20% of those present at the first JED in 1984.

In all, 589 authorships correspond to academics and 1,132 to practitioners. However, analysis
of the chronological evolution of this participation clearly shows a divergent-convergent

process, reflected in the “double-scissor graph” of Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Share of presence by practitioners and academics in the JED communications
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Some of the reasons for this fall in attendee numbers may be found in the regulations of the
Spanish scientific evaluation agencies. In late 1994, the Comisiéon Nacional de Evaluacidon de la
Actividad Investigadora (National Commission for the Evaluation of Research Activity, CNEAI)
established specific criteria for individual research activity over six-year evaluation periods, in
which participation in congresses could be considered only on a complementary basis’
(Delgado Lopez-Cédzar, Jiménez-Contreras, Moya-Anegdn, 2003). As time passed, the
realization that such participation counted for little and that the primary value lay in publishing
articles in academic journals with impact factor discouraged congress attendance. A similar
effect was brought about by creation of the Agencia Nacional de Evaluacién de la Calidad y
Acreditacion (National Agency for Quality Assessment and Accreditation, ANECA) and other
regional agencies® with authority to assess candidates who wish to become full-time teachers
at public universities. In the quest for scientific production that best fulfils the requirements of
these agencies, preference is given to articles in journals. Thus congresses have taken a back
seat, reduced to simple meeting points to establish contacts, in particular with other

academics rather than with practitioners.

Irrespective of the percentage of authors from one community or the other present in a

publication or congress, the collaboration between practitioners and academics demonstrated

7 Ministerial Order, 2 December 1994, Article 7.
8 Organic Law 6/2001, of 21 December, on Spanish Universities, Articles 31 and 32. Agreement of the
Council of Ministers of 19 July 2002.
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in co-authorship statistics is a solid indicator of their exchange and proximity with regard to

R&D activities and may be observed using bibliometric methods.

In this context, the volume of works in EPI signed by authors from both profiles is limited but

growing over time, except for a pronounced reduction in 2015 (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Evolution of the percentage of articles published in EPI with presence of authors from each

profile
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In the case of the JED conferences (Figure 7), the number of mixed contributions with co-
authors from each profile is also reduced. Note that between 1998 and 2007 an interesting
effect took place in which contributions with the presence of academic profile authors (both
purely academic and mixed authorships) reached or exceeded 50% of the total. The peak of
2005, with 83.9%, may be explained by the almost 30% of mixed contributions, a value that

rose to 37% in 2007.

In general, two types of practitioners predominate in the mixed profiles: part-time assistant
lecturers, who work mainly in information units but also offer their professional know-how in
teaching activities; and a smaller group who work in university libraries but do not teach in

state-regulated education.
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Figure 7. Evolution of the percentage of contributions in JED conferences with presence of each

profile, highlighting mixed profile contributions
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In terms of affiliation, most of the academics work in universities (87.3% in JED and 93.6% in
EPI). Research centres, especially the CSIC, comprise the affiliations of the remaining academic
profile authors. This majority reflects the Spanish reality, in which most of academia is
concentrated in the universities. Note that although JED and EPI are entirely open to
international collaboration, only 0.9% of authors in the JED conferences and 9.5% in EPI have a

non-Spanish affiliation.

The highest percentage of practitioner authors corresponds to those linked to a library
environment: 36.3% in the case of EPI, with university library professionals making up a
notable 14.7%. In the JED conferences the figure is 24.8%, but here the greatest contribution
comes from research centre library services (8.0%). The remaining percentage is distributed
over documentalists and other types of technicians and managers in all manner of

organizations (public entities, businesses, foundations, associations, etc.).

Shifting the focus towards a gender-based perspective, overall authorships present a
difference between what happens in the JED conferences and the situation with EPl. While
men predominate in the latter, women are the JED’s main contributors (Table 2). Evolution of

the percentage weight by gender and profile is shown in figures 8 and 9.
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Table 2. Percentage of practitioner and academic authorships by gender

EPI

JED

Practitioner Academic Total
Women 22.1% 38.2% ‘
Men 30.3% 31.5% 61.8%
Total 52.4% 47.6% 100.00%

Women 39.9% 55.5%
Men 25.8% 18.7% 44.5%
Total 65.7% 34.3% 100.00%

Figure 8. Evolution of the percentage of authors in JED conferences by gender and profile
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Figure 9. Evolution of the percentage of authors in EPI according to gender and profile
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Taken as a whole, the data show an increase in participation by women. In the case of the JED
conferences, women with a practitioner profile represented around 50% of authors (¥5%) in
the last four editions. In that of EPI however, this position corresponds to academic men, with
only slightly lower percentages. In any case, women with an academic profile form the group
with the lowest level of global participation, following the line revealed in previous studies that
show limited participation and leadership by women in the Spanish social sciences and
humanities research system (Garcia-de-Cortazar et al., 2006; Torres-Salinas et al., 2011). This
situation contrasts with the well-recognized female predominance in the profession in Spain,

and in the male—female balance in academia®.

Conclusions

Based on the examination of authorship types in the publications studied in this paper it is
clear that a gap exists between the practitioner and academic sectors in Spain.

In the first place, we find an extremely low level of mixed authorship between practitioners
and academics in two key Spanish LIS platforms of scientific/professional communication. In
addition to this reduced participation in the joint signing of papers there is a progressive
reduction in authors with a practitioner profile in EPI, and with an academic profile in the JED
conferences. The data confirm that academia is abandoning the JED and practitioners are
disappearing as authors in EPI. In any case, the final verdict on the gap will be delivered by the
current audience levels (readers) of these mediums in each of the communities, together with

users’ opinions on how useful the publications are.

In all probability, the disappearance of practitioner sector authors from journals such as EPI
must be contextualized in a professional communication environment which now includes the
strong presence of new channels of cooperation via the social web (blogs, webinars, social
networks, etc.). Moreover, the greater interaction and flexibility these channels offer
practitioners has coincided with EPI's increased rigour in formal requirements and
methodological foundation when accepting papers, as it attempts to adopt a more academic-

scientific profile. This has discouraged practitioners from contributing, a situation exacerbated

9 According to data from the Spanish Ministry of Education, Culture and Sport, between the 2005-2006
and 2014-15 academic years the predominance of LIS graduates always corresponded to women, with
values ranging from 76% in the 2007-08 and 2010-11 years to 68.3% in 2014-15. The same Ministry
indicates that in 2011-12 some 54.8% of university teachers of LIS were women, with that figure falling
to 51.9% in 2014-15. Earlier statistical data does not exist (Spain. Gobierno de Espafia, 2003-2015).
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by the journal’s change in business model, which now includes an article processing fee, and
by subscriber numbers falling over recent years due to the prevailing adverse economic

situation, a fact the publication itself acknowledges™°.

Furthermore, in the case of EPI the practitioner—academic gap widens for works related to the
field of Communication, where the journal has explicitly broadened its scope over the last
three years in its quest for a more diverse audience. However, no significant contributions
have been noted from media professionals, especially in articles published without the

participation of academic authors.

Finally, it is important to highlight that the gap is also characterized by a gender bias: there is
greater participation by men in authorships with an academic profile in both EPI and the JED
conferences, while women authors predominate only as practitioners in JED. Since the
percentage of women in LIS studies is significantly higher than that of men, it seems obvious
that policies should be put in place to rectify this anomaly and fully utilize the potential of the

discipline’s human resources.

Focusing exclusively on LIS (in other words, excluding Communication), the data in this study
strengthen our conviction that practitioners and academics must be encouraged to work more
closely again. This would have huge impact on enhancing the relevance and rigour of LIS
publications in Spain and in other European countries where similar processes are making
themselves felt or can actually be observed. Logically, such closer collaboration would also
include cooperation with other professions and disciplines, an area in which the LIS academic
sector should play an active role as the bridge with other fields of study. This would be
particularly appropriate now, during the crisis and transformation currently being experienced

both by information units or services and LIS university departments.

It is essential that the many actors involved in LIS in Spain — and Europe in general, according
to the indicators we mention — analyze the situation and make a strong commitment to
supporting and promoting common ground for practitioners and academics. Never before
have specific information units and services or major institutions in the documentary field

been subject to so much pressure to provide an innovative response to such a changing and

10 http://www.elprofesionaldelainformacion.com/autores.html
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uncertain environment. Spaces for development like the evidence-based librarianship

advocated by Schlogl and Stock (2008) should therefore be explored.

Research that provides information and insight into professional practice — especially activities
related to the transformation of that practice — should be heavily in demand, because it
enhances quality in a field of knowledge as inherently practice-based as is LIS. Finally, the time
has come to abandon the perverse Manichean dynamic that says works aimed at practitioners

lack rigour and those done to justify or assess research have no relevance.

On the other hand there are some aspects for future research. So, despite the fact that
practitioners with PhD studies are not plentiful, further studies are needed in order to go deep
in this, because it is also an important source of joint research and publications. Moreover, the

extent of practitioners’ collaboration in LIS educational programs could also be quantified.
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